IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  ONTARIO 

IN  THE  MATTER  OF  The  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code,  1972 

AND  IN  THE  MATTER  OF  The  Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act,  1971 


IN  THE  COMPLAINT  OF  Leroy  Matthew  against  Seven  City  Development 

Company  Ltd.  et  al 


This  is  certified  to  be  a  true  copy  of  the  final  decision  and  order 
made  by  me  in  the  above-mentioned  matter. 


Dated  this  29th  day  of  March  A.D.  1973  at  the  City  of  Toronto 


r  / 


S.  Tarnopolsky  / 
G^iairman,'  Board  of  Inquiry 


IN  TlIE  MATTER  OF: 


The  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code, 
1961-62,  as  amended 


and 


IN  THE  MATTER  OF;       A  Complaint  made  hy  MR.  LEROY  MATTHEW 

against  SEVEN  CITY  DEVELOP^^•NT  COMPANY 
LIMITED  and  MR.  BUD  NIKOLIC,  MR.  BOB 
NIKOLIC  and  MRS.   SANA  NIKOLIC,  all  of 
Sudbury,  Ontario,  that  he  was  denied 
housing  accommodation  by  them  because 
of  his  race  and  colour. 


A  HEARING  BEFORE        WALTER  S.  TARNOPOLSKY,  appointed  a  Board 

of  Inquiry  in  the  above  matter  by  the 
Minister  of  Labour,  Mr.  Fern  Guindon, 
pursuant  to  the  above-mentioned  Human 
Rights  Code. 

APPEARANCES;  Sydney  L.  Goldenberg  -  Counsel 

for  the  Ontario  Human  Rights 
Commission 


Mr.  Bob  Nikolic  -  Counsel  for 
Seven  City  Development  Company 
Limited 


This  Hearing  was  convened  pursuant  to  the  following  appointment: 

The  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code,  1961-62 

IN  THE  MATTER  OF  the  complaint  made  by  Mr.  Leroy 
Matthew  of  Sudbury,  Ontario,  that  he  was  denied 
housing  accommodation  because  of  his  race  and 
colour  by  Seven  City  Developments  Limited,  Sudbury, 
Ontario. 


APPOINTMENT 


I  hereby  appoint  Professor  Walter  S.  Tarnopolsky, 
Vice-President,  York  University,  a  Board  of  Inquiry 
under  The  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code  to  inquire  into 
the  above  mentioned  matter  and  to  report  to  The  Ontario 
Human  Rights  Commission  in  accordance  with  said  Act. 

DATED  AT  TORONTO,  ONTARIO,  this  5th  day  of  July,  A.D.  1972 


"Fern  Guindon" 


Minister  of  Labour 


I  find  the  facts  to  be  as  follows: 


The  December  13,  1971  edition  of  the  Sudbury  Star  published  an 
advertisement  which  read,  inter  alia;     "Apartments  now  renting  at 
Donwood  Park  Terrace."    The  apartments  were  advertised  as  "de  luxe 
2-bedroora  apts.  from  $160  per  month."    The  advertisement  indicated 
that  there  were  only  ten  vacancies  left  and  that  this  was  "an  expanding 
building  project  of  Seven  City  Developments."    The  business  office  was 
given  as  "1239  Diane  Street"  and  the  telephone  number  as  "566-4211." 

Mr.  Leroy  Matthew  saw  the  advertisement  on  the  evening  of  December 
13,  1971,  and  he  and  his  friend,  Mr.  Pennyf eather ,  drove  in  the  friend's 
car  to  the  stated  address  just  before  7  p.m.    Mr.  Pennyf eather  parked 
the  car  on  the  right-hand  side  of  the  driveway  facing  the  house,  and 
he  accompanied  Mr.  Matthew  to  the  door.     They  knocked.    An  older  man, 
whom  they  both  identified  as  Mr.  Bud  Nikolic,  came  to  the  door  and  told 
them  that  the  individual  who  was  showing  the  apartments  was  out  at  that 
particular  time.     Mr.  Matthew  and  Mr.  Pennyfeather  were  not  invited 
inside,  and  so  they  went  back  and  sat  in  their  car  for  a  few  moments. 
Just  then  a  car  was  driven  along  Diane  Street  from  the  direction  of  the 
apartments,  which  were  to  the  right  of  the  house,  and  parked  at  the  curb 
in  front  of  the  house,  somewhat  to  the  left  rear  of  the  Pennyfeather  car. 
A  man  came  out  and  entered  the  house.     Just  then  another  car,  a  Volkswagen, 
came  into  Diane  Street  from  the  left  and  parked  at  the  curb  in  front  of 
the  house,  facing  the  earlier  car.    Mr.  Matthew  and  Mr.  Pennyfeather  saw 
a  white  couple  in  this  car.     A  short  while  later  a  lady,  whom  both 
Mr.  Matthew  and  Mr.  Pennyfeather  identified  as  Mrs.  Sana  Nikolic,  came 
walking  from  the  direction  of  the  apartments.    They  testified  that  she 
came  up  the  driveway  from  behind  their  car,  almost  to  a  point  parallel 
with  their  car,  when  she  seemed  to  notice  the  Volkswagen  and  turned 
towards  it.     The  man  inside  the  Volkswagen  got  out  and  he  and  Mrs.  Nikolic 
walked  to  the  door  of  the  house.     It  is  not  clear  whether  the  man  actually 
went  all  the  way  in  or  merely  stood  inside  the  doorway.    Mr.  Matthew  said 
that  he  went  in,  but  Mr.  Pennyfeather  said  that  the  man  stood  inside  the 
doorway.     Since  Mr.  Matthew  was  the  passenger  in  the  car  on  the  right-hand 
side,  it  is  quite  possible    that  in  his  position  he  could  not  see  the  man, 
while  Mr.  Pennyfeather,  sitting  on  the  left-hand  side,  could  see  him  just 
inside  the  doorway.  A  few  minutes  later  the  man  returned  to  his  Volkswagen 
and  Mrs.  Nikolic  came  up  to  their  car. 

At  this  point  there  is  a  conflict  between  the  testimony  of  the 
Complainant  and  his  friend,  Mr.  Pennyfeather,  and  that  of  Mrs.  Sana 
Nikolic.     They  claim  that  she  asked  them  if  they  were  there  looking 
for  apartments,  and  when  they  said  they  were,  she  told  them  that  she 
had  had  just  two  apartments  left  and  that  the  gentleman  had  just  taken 
one  for  himself  and  had  signed  one  up  for  his  friend.    They  claimed  that 
she  did  not  mention  either  the  size  of  the  apartments,  or  whether  they 
were  one-bedroom,  two-bedroom,  or  three-bedroom  apartments.     The  two 
young  men  then  claimed  that  they  went  home.    Mrs.  Sana  Nikolic,  on  the 
other  hand,  claims  that  she  was  asked  by  them  only  for  $160  apartments 
and  that  she  told  them  that  they  were  gone,  but  that  more  might  be 
available  at  a  subsequent  time,    She  claims  that  they  were  then  rude 
to  her  and  drove  off. 


4. 


After  returning  home,  Mr.  Matthew  again  telephoned  the  number  given 
in  the  advertisement,  and  was  told  that  there  were  aoartments  available 
and  he  should  come  before  9  o'clock  that  evening.     He  asked  the  person 
on  the  telephone  who  to  call  for,  and  she  gave  her  name  as  "Mrs.  Nikolic." 
Mr.  Matthew  then  asked  two  of  his  friends  to  call  the  telephone  number  and 
to  ask  for  Mrs.  Nikolic  and  then  to  ask  whether  there  were  any  apartments 
still  available.     Two  of  his  friends.  Miss  Ruth  Dennison  and  Mr.  D'Arcy 
McAndrew,  testified  that  they  called  the  number  listed,  asked  to  speak 
to  Mrs.  Nikolic,  and  were  told  that  apartments  were  available  and  that 
they  could  see  them  before  9  o'clock  that  evening.     This  information  was 
conveyed  back  to  Mr.  Matthew,  who  telephoned  again  and  accused  Mrs.  Nikolic 
of  discrimination,  and  informed  her  that  he  would  be  contacting  the  Ontario 
Human  Rights  Coinmission. 

A  great  deal  of  time  was  taken  by  Mr.  Bob  Nikolic  in  cross-examination 
of  both  Mr.  Matthew  and  Mr.  Pennyfeather  to  try  to  show  that  they  were 
interested  only  in  apartments  for  $160  per  month  and  not  any  others. 
It  was  admitted  in  testimony  by  Mrs.  Nikolic  that  there  were  other 
apartments  available  at  prices  higher  than  $160  per  month,  and  receipts 
issued  in  the  next  few  days  seem  to  substantiate  this.     Both  Mr.  Matthew 
and  Mr.  Pennyfeather  testified,  and  insisted  despite  extensive  cross- 
examination,  that  they  were  interested  in  a  two-bedroom  apartment  for 
$160  per  month,  if  they  could  get  it,  but  that  they  were  quite  prepared 
to  consider  paying  more,  if  necessary.     I  find  that  I  believe  them  in  this 
because  it  was  quite  clear  that  the  advertisement  referred  to  apartments 
"from  $160  per  month."    They  had  clearly  read  this  advertisement  and 
referred  to  it  on  a  number  of  occasions.     It  would  be  most  unusual  to 
Interpret  such  an  advertisement  as  meaning  that  all  apartments  were  at 
$160  per  month. 

Furthermore,  the  subsequent  telephone  calls  did  not  involve  any 
discussion  as  to  whether  the  apartments  were  $160  only  or  $160  and  up. 
It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Nikolic  that  the  Complainant  could  not  have  been 
Interested  in  the  more  expensive  apartments,  but  there  was  no  evidence 
submitted  in  the  testimony  of  Mrs,  Nikolic  that  she  indicated  to  either 
of  the  two  young  men,  or  to  the  two  friends  who  telephoned  later,  that 
the  apartments'  that  were  still  available  at  that  time  were  more  expensive. 
On  a  number  of  occasions  Mrs.  Nikolic  testified  that  she  had  told  them 
that  there  would  be  other  apartments  available  ata  later  time,  but  that 
these  would  be  at  a  higher  price.     But  I  cannot  see  why  she  would  have 
referred  to  the  more  expensive  apartments  being  available  at  a  later  time 
and  not  have  taken  the  trouble  of  inviting  Mr.  Matthew  and  Mr.  Pennyfeather 
to  consider  the  ones  that  were  available  at  that  tine  at  the  higher  price. 
Moreover,  she  testified  that  she  was  rather  anxious  to  get  the  apartments 
rented  because  of  rental  difficulties  in  November,  and  she  also  testified 
that  there  were  other  people  who  were  given  larger  apartments  at  a  lower 
rate  in  order  to  get  them  to  become  tenants  while  waiting  for  the  right 
sized  apartment  to  become  available,    l^y  did  she  not  make  either  of  these 
offers  to  the  Complainant  and  his  friend?      I  believe  that  the  answer  is 
that  she  did  not  intend  to  have  them  as  tenants  at  all. 
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Furthermore,  I  cannot  believe  that  during  the  very  few  minutes 
during  which  Mrs.  Sana  Nikolic  talked  to  the  man  from  the  Volswagen, 
he  was  able  to  ask  about  the  apartments,  decide  that  he  would  take  one 
for  himself  and  one  for  his  friend,  and  pay  the  required  deposit. 
The  Volswagen  did  not  drive  in  from  the  direction  of  the  apartment 
buildings.     Mrs.  Nikolic  did  not  in  her  testimony  indicate,  for  example, 
that  the  man  had  seen  the  apartments  before,  that  he  had  negotiated  with 
her  before,  or  that  he  had  paid  the  deposit  before.     He  would  have  had 
to  do  these  things  in  order  for  Mrs.  Nikolic  to  decide  that  the  last  two 
apartments  were  now  taken.     Since  Mr.  Pennyfeather  could  see  the  man  in 
the  doorway,  he  would  have  seen  any  money  passing,  or  a  receipt  being 
given.    Moreover,  no  evidence  was  submitted  by  Mrs.  Nikolic  that  anything 
like  that  happened. 

I  conclude,  therefore,  that  I  cannot  believe  Mrs.  Nikolic  that 
the  last  two  apartments  for  $160  a  month  were  rented  just  in  the  few 
minutes  while  Mr.  Matthew  and  Mr.  Pennyfeather  were  waiting  for  her  in 
the  car.     Furthermore,  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Complainant  and  Mr.  Penny- 
feather ever  indicated  that  their  interests  were  only  in  those  apartments  renting 
for  $160  per  month.     They  were  never  given  a  chance  to  indicate  their  interests 
other  than  the  fact  that  they  were  interested  in  a  two-bedroom  apartment. 
As  indicated  above,  I  cannot  believe  Mrs.  Nikolic  would  have  told  them  there 
would  be  other,  more  expensive  apartments  available  later,  if  she  had  such 
apartments  available  at  the  time.     Finally,. the  three  telephone  calls  made 
after  these  events  —  one  by  Mr.  Matthew,  and  two  by  his  friends  —  further 
confirmed  that  there  were  apartments  available  at  the  time  that  Mr.  Matthew 
and  Mr.  Pennyfeather  were  at  the  Nikolic  house-cum-of fice,  and  that  they 
were  told  that  there  were  none  available. 

The  next  question  I  have  to  face  is  whether  all  three  personal 
Respondents  and  the  corporate  Respondent  were  responsible  for  the  actions 
resulting  in  refusal  of  accommodation  to  the  Complainant.   'I  conclude  that 
they  were  not,  and  that  in  fact  the  responsibility  was  solely  that  of 
Mr.  Bud  Nikolic  and  the  corporate  Respondent.     It  was  pretty  clear  during 
the  events  at  the  hearing,  in  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Sana  Nikolic  as  to 
who  made  which. decisions ,  and  in  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Michael  Walker, 
the  Human  Rights  officer  sent  to  investigate  the  complaint  and  to  attempt 
the  conciliation,  that  Mr.  Bud  Nikolic  totally  dominated  Mr.  Bob  Nikolic 
and  Mrs.  Sana  Nikolic  as  individuals,  and  as  President  of  Seven  City 
Development  Co^tipany  Limited.     He  described  himself  as  the  "boss"  man, 
and  referred  to  the  apartment  buildings  in  the  project  as  being  "his." 
His  actions  in  the  court  room  at  the  hearing,  and  with  Mr,  Michael  Walker 
when  he  interviewed  him,  clearly  indicate  that  he  was  the  sort  of  man  who 
would  not  take  suggestions,  much  less  orders,  from  anyone,  especially  his 
children.     I  find,  therefore,  that  although  the  denial  of  accommodation  was 
by  Mrs.  Sana  Nikolic,  it  was  really  done  by  her  as  a  mere  accountant  or 
employee  of  the  company,  and  that  the  decisions  were  made  as  company 
decisions  or  decisions  of  Mr.  Bud  Nikolic,    I  find,  therefore,  that  the 
refusal  to  grant  Mr.  Matthew  accommodation  has  been  proved  as  against 
Mr.  Bud  Nikolic  and  the  Seven  City  Development  Company  Limited. 
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I  find  on  the  otVier  hand,  Mr.  Bob  Nikolic  and  Mrs,  Sana  Nikolic 
did  not  act  in  a  personal  capacity,  but  merely  as  employees  of  the  company, 
and  under  the  direction  of  Mr.  Bud  Nikolic,  and  are  therefore  not  liable 
in  their  personal  capacities. 

There  is  still  the  question  of  whether  the  refusal  was  because  of 
Mr.  Matthew's  race  and  colour  so  as  to  constitute  an  offence  under  s.3 
of  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code.     I  conclude  that  it  was.     First,  Mr.  Bud 
Nikolic  made  it  clear  to  Mr.  Walker,  the  Human  Rights  Officer,  that  he  did 
not  have  a  high  regard  for  West  Indians.     Second,  both  by  word  and  action 
at  the  hearing,  he  made  it  quite  plain  that  his  opinion  of  Mr.  Matthew  was 
similar.    Third,  there  was  no  testimony,  as  has  sometimes  been  presented, 
that  there  were  other  reasons,  such  as  the  age  of  Mr.  Matthew  or  the  fact 
that  he  was  a  student.    No  such  excuses  were  presented  because  the  reason 
for  the  refusal  was  patently  Mr.  Matthew's  race  and  colour. 

There  was  some  attempt  on  behalf  of  the  Respondents  to  argue  that  the 
denial  of  accommodation  could  not  have  been  motivated  by  discrimination, 
because  subsequently  a  black  couple  did  occupy  an  apartment  in  their 
building.     There  was  also  some  evidence  that  people  of  other  nationalities 
live  on  the  premises.    However,  as  far  as  the  tenancy  of  the  black  couple 
was  concerned,  it  came  after  the  events  which  were  the  subject  of  this 
hearing,  after  Mr,  Matthew  had  informed  the  Nikolics  that  he  would  be 
laying  a  complaint  before  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Commission.  What 
evidence  could  be  elicited  from  Mrs.  Sana  Nikolic  in  cross-examination 
^bout  the  tenancy  of  the  black  couple  would  appear  to  indicate  that  it 
was  a  most  unhappy  relationship.     The  evidence  was  too  sketchy  and  confused 
for  me  to  decide  whether  the  unhappiness  was  the  fault    of  the  tenants  or 
of  the  landlord,  but  the  fact  that  disputes  occurred,  that  the  tenancy  came 
after  Mr.  Matthew's  accusation  of  discrimination,  and  that  the  tenancy  was 
no  more  than  a  month,  would  at  least  not  be  strong  enough  to  contradict  all 
the  other  bits  of  evidence  I  referred  to  above  as  indicating  a  discriminatory 
intent.    As  far  as  the  fact  that  people  of  other  nationalities  were  tenants, 
this  too  is  not  a  very  strong  piece  of  contradictory  evidence,  because  people 
do  make  distinctions  on  race  and/or  colour  even  though  they  may  not  on  the 
basis  of  nationality  or  ethnic  origin,     I  do  not  believe  that  either  of 
these  two  factors  raised  by  the  Respondents  on  the  issue  of  discriminatory 
intent  dissuade  me  from  my  conclusion  that  the  denial  of  accommodation  was 
because  of  Mr,  Matthew's  race  and  colour, 

*** 

As  far  as  the  matter  of  remedy  is  concerned,  I  have  some  difficulty  in 
that  the  new  Statutory  Powers  Procedures  Act  and  the  newly  amended  Ontario 
Human  Rights  Code  were  enacted  after  the  complaint  was  filed,  but  before 
the  Hearing  commenced.     There  is  no  transitional  provision  in  the  new 
Ontario  Human  Rights  Code.    However,  the  Statutory  Powers  Procedures  Act 
has  determined  the  proceedings  connected  with  the  heiarings  throughout. 
There  is  now  no  provision  for  the  recommendation  of  a  Board  of  Inquiry  to 
go  to  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Commission  for  possible  subsequent  enforcement 
by  a  Ministerial  order.    Moreover,  the  new  amendments  to  the  Ontario  Human 
Rights  Code  provide  for  an  appeal  from  this  decision,  which  was  not  available 
before  1972.     Therefore,  the  procedural  protections  for  the  Respondent  are 
made  wider,  and  are  further  inducement  for  me  to  decide  that  I  am  bound  by 
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the  new  procedures  in  the  Ontario  Human  Kights  Code  and  the  Statutory  Powers 
Procedures  Act.     The  order  that  follows,  therefore,  takes  account  of  the 
fact  that  this  procedure  has  been  carried  out  pursuant  to  the  Statutory 
Powers  Procedures  Act  and  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code  as  amended  in  1972. 

Mr.  Matthew  submitted  a  number  of  items  of  expense  which  he  testified 
resulted  from  the  denial  of  accommodation  in  this  case.     Although  he  did 
not  submit  receipts  for  them,  the  items  submitted  are  so  obvious,  and  since 
I  am  not  required  by  the  Statutory  Powers  Procedures  Act  to  proceed  only  on 
the  basis  of  receipted  expenses,  I  have  decided  to  allow  certain  ones 
without  proof  of  receipt. 

Mr.  Matthew  testified  that  he  continued  to  look  for  another  apartment 
until  about  mid-January.     During  this  time  he  estimated  his  travelling  and 
telephone  expenses  as  being  about  $8.00.     I  think  this  is  an  ultimately 
reasonable  amount,  and  must  have  included  the  cheapest  means  of  transportation 
rather  than  taxis,  and  so  I  would  accept  it  as  an  expense  arising  out  of  the 
denial  of  accommodation.     His  search  was  not  particularly  successful  because 
on  or  about  January  11th  all  he  could  find  were  premises  which  were  to  be 
an  office,  and  which  he  was  permitted  to  occupy  for  a  while.     Several  items 
of  expense  arose  out  of  this  tenancy,  which  would  not  have  occurred  if 
Mr.  Matthew  could  have  obtained  accommodation  from  the  Respondents.  One 
of  these  was  an  amount  of  $15.00  paid  to  the  Hydro  Department  to  get  the 
lights  turned  on.     Because  there  were  no  cooking  facilities  on  the  premises 
it  was  necessary  for  Mr.  Matthew  to  have  his  meals  at  a  restaurant. 
He  estimated  these  at  $3.00  per  day.     Again  I  think  that  this  is  a 
reasonable  minimal  amount.     A  total  cost  for  the  next  five  weeks,  therefore, 
he  estimated  at  $105.00.    He  further  estimated  that  if  he  had  been  able  to 
stay  in  an  apartment,  his  grocery  costs  would  have  been  between  $35.00  and 
$A0.00  over  that  period.     Even  taking  the  larger  amount,  this  means  that  he 
had  a  cost  of  $65.00  because  of  the  lack  of  cooking  facilities.     On  the 
other  hand,  the  rent  was  only  $60.00  per  month,  as  against  $80.00  per  month 
for  the  apartment  if  he  had  obtained  it.     Therefore,-  I  would  subtract  the 
$20.00  amount,  and  estimate  the  extra  cost  for  food  at  $45.00.     There  was 
a  cost  to  move  his  belongings  to  the  premises  of  $2.40;     again  a  most 
reasonable  amount.     Further,  because  the  premises  occupied  could  not  be 
properly  secured,  it  was  necessary  for  Mr.  Matthew  to  have  his  goods 
shipped  to  his  brother  in  Toronto.     The  total  cost  cf  shipment  to  and 
from  was  $19.60.     I  find  this  to  be  a  reasonable  item  of  expense  to  be 
considered,  because  storage  costs  over  a  five-week  p^eriod  would  have  been 
at  least  equal.     Mr.  Matthew  was  finally  able  to  get  accommodation  on 
Frood  Road  for  the  balance  of  the  school  year.     The  rental  paid  and  the 
cost  of  accommodation  was  the  same  as  it  would  have  been  if  he  had  obtained 
an  apartment  from  the  Respondents,  and  so  there  is  no  calculation  to  be  made 
with  respect  to  that.     However,  although  Mr.  Matthew  could  have  walked  to 
school  from  the  apartments  owned  by  r.he  Respondents,  he  could  not  do  so 
from  either  of  the  two  alternative  accommodations  he  was  forced  to  find. 
From  the  total  number  of  school  days  involved  at  50^  per  day  the  cost  has 
been  estimated  at  $39.00.     I  consider  this  also  to  be  a  reasonable  amount 
and  would  add  it.    Mr.  Matthew  further  testified  that  he  lost  two  days  pay 
by  coming  to  the  Hearing.     The  amount  is  $44.00.    He  was,  however,  compensated 
$20.00  for  appaaring,  and  this  then  makes  a  further  amount  of  $24.00. 


8. 


Therefore,  I  find  that  the  minimum  additional  costs  incurred  by  Mr.  Matthew 
because  of  the  failure  to  obtain  accommodation  from  the  Respondent  was 
$153.00.     I  therefore  find  Seven  City  Development  Company  Limited  and 
Mr.  Bud  NIkolic  jointly  and  severally  liable  to    pay  that  amount  to 
Mr.  Matthew. 

When  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  declared  it  to  be  the  public  policy 
of  Ontario  that  there  be  equality  to  access  for  all  residents  of  Ontario, 
it  was  intended  from  the  beginning  that  in  cases  where  discrimination  be 
found  to  have  occurred  a  compensation  to  a  victim  of  discrimination  include 
not  only  actual  out  of  pocket  expenses,  but  some  minimal  compensation  for 
the  injury  to  human  dignity.     I  do  not  see  how  anything  less  than  a  letter 
of  apology  by  Mr.  Bud  Nikolic  to  Mr,  Matthew  would  accomplish  this  end. 
It  is  to  be  hoped  that  in  preparing  and  signing  such  a  letter  Mr.  Bud 
Nikolic,  as  the  dominant  officer  in  the  corporation,  might  also  benefit 
from  the  re-education  aspects  of  the  legislation.     In  addition,  in  order 
to  prevent  future  unfortunate  occurrences  of  a  similar  nature,  I  would 
order  that  copies  of  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code  be  posted  in  appropriate 
positions  on  the  premises,  and  that  a  letter  of  intent  to  abide  thereby, 
with  appropriate  assurances,  be  signed  and  sent  by  Mr.  Bud  Nikolic  to  the 
Ontario  Human  Rights  Commission. 

This  decision  and  order  is  made  and  dated  at  the  City  of  Toronto 
on  the  21st  day  of  February  A.D.,  1973. 


